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ABSTRACT 

Two proposed legislative measures are discussed in 
this document. The first is "The Equal Educational Opportunities Act 
of 1972) • This would (1) require that no state or locality could deny 
equal educational opportunity to any person on account of race, 
color, or national origin; (2) establish criteria for determining 
what constitutes a denial of equal opportunity; (3) establish 
priorities of remedies for schools that are required to desegregate, 
with busing to be required only as a last resort^ and then only under 
strict limitations; and, (4) provide for the concentration of Federal 
school-aid funds specifically on the areas of greatest educational 
need, in a way and in sufficient quantities so they can have a real 
and substantial impact in terms of improving the education of 
children from poor families. The second is "The student 
Transportation Moratorium Act of 1972". This would provide a period 
of time during which any future, new busing orders by the courts 
would not go into effect, while the congress considered legislative 
approaches— such as the Equal Educational Opportunities Act — to the 
questions raised by school desegregation cases. (Author/ JM) 
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Good evening. 

Tonight I want to talk to you about one of the most 
difficult issues of our time-- the* issue of busing. 



Across this Nation — in the North, East, VJest and 
South — States, cities find local school districts have been 
tom apart in debate over this issue. 

My own pcs it ion is well known. 1 am opposed to 
busing for the purpose of achieving racial balance in our 
schools. I have spoken out against busing scores of tiines 
over many years. 

And I believe most Americans, white and black, 
share that view. 

But what we need now is not just speaking out against 
more busing. We need action to stop it. Above all, we need 
to stop it in the right way — in a way that will provide better 
education for every child in America in a desegregated school 
system. 



The reason action is , so urgent is because of a num- 
ber of recent decisions of the lower Federal Courts. Those 
courts have gone too far -- in some cases beyond the require- - 
roents laid down by the Supreme Court — in ordering massive / 
busing to achieve racial balance. The decisions have left in 
their wake confusion and contradiction in the law — anger, 
fear and turmoil in local communities, and worst of all, 
agonized concern among hundreds of thousands of parents for 
the education and the safety of their children who have been 






,■ j 



i 



4 j 



/ 



/ 



/ 



•j 

'# 



i 

! 



r 



i 

i 

\ 

\ 

i 






Vj> 012915 




if 



O 

ERIC 






'IONS STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY 



EST 


- 


! ✓ REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDU- 

CATION POSITION OR POLICY 


Good evening. 







Tonight I want to talk to you about one of the most 
difficult issues of our time the issue of busing. 



Across this Nation — in the North. East,, West and 
„ , South — States, cities and local school districts have been 

tom apart in debate over this issue. 



My own position is well known. I am opposed to 
busing for the purpose of achieving racial balance in our 
schools. 1 have spoken out against busing scores of times 
over many years. „ 

And I believe most Americans, white and black, 
share that view. 

But what we need now is not just speaking out against 
more busftng. We need action to stop it. Above all, we need 
to stop it in the \ right way — in a way that will provide better 
education for every child in America in a desegregated school 
system. . 

The reason action is so urgent is because of a num- 
ber of recent decisions of the lower Federal Courts. Those 
courts have gone too far — in some cases beyond the require- 
ments laid down by the Supreme Court — in ordering massive 
busing to achieve racial balance. The decisions have left in 
their wake confusion and contradiction in the law — anger, 
fear and turmoil in local communities, and worst of all, 
agonized concern among hundreds of thousands of parents for 
the education and the safety of their children who have been 
forced by court order to be bused miles away from their neighbor- 
hood schools. 

What is the answer? 

There are many who believe that a constitutional 
amendment is the only way to deal with this problem. The 
constitutional amendment proposal deserves a thorough con- 
sideration by the Congress on its merits. Put as an answer to 
the immediate problem we face of stopping more busing now, the 
constitutional amendment approach has a fatal flaw — it takes 
too long. 



A constitutional amendment would take between a year 
and 18 months, at the very least, to become effective. This 
means that hundreds of thousands of school children will be _ 
ordered by the courts to be bused away from their neighbor- 
hood schools in the next school year, with no hope for relief. 
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Wbat we need is action now — not action two, three 
or four years from now. 

’ &• . ' ' - 'U 

There is only one effective way to deal with the 
problem now. That is for the Congress' to act. That is why 
X am sending a special message to the Congress tomorrow urging 
immediate* consideration and action on two measures. 

First, I shall propose legislation that would call an 
Immediate halt to all new busing orders by Federal Courts — a 
moratorium on new busing. 

Next, X shall propose a compansion measure — the 
Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1972. 

This Act would require that every State or locality 
grant equal educational opportunity to every person, regardless 
of race. Color or national origin. For the first time /in our 
history, the cherished American ideal, of equality of educational 
opportunity would be affirmed in the law of the land by the 
elected representatives of the people in Congress. 

. * 

The Act would further establish an educational Bill 
of Rights for Mexican-Americans , Puerto Rican, Indians , and 
others who start their education under language handicaps, to 
sake certain that they, too, will have: equsl opportunity. 

■ -v 1 ■ . .■••v - • 

The Act X propose would concentrate Federal school 
aid funds on the areas of greatest educational need. That 
would mean directing over $2-1/2 billion in the next year 
mainly toward improving the education of children from poor 
families. 

• * • ' * 

This proposal deals directly with the problem that 
hoi been too often overlooked. We all know that within the 
central cities of our Nation there are schools so inferior 
that it is hypocritical even to suggest that the poor children 
who go there are getting a decent education, let alone an 
education comparable to that of children who go to schools 
in the suburbs. Even the. most extreme proponents of busing . 
admit that it would be years before programs could be set up 
and, financed which would bus a majority of these children out 
of these central city areas to batter schools in the suburbs. 

on more busing. 
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moratorium on now busing. 
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Next, I shall propose a compansion measure — the 
Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1972. 

This Act would require that every St&te or locality 
grant equal educational opportunity to every person, regardless 
of race, color or national origin. For the first time in our 
history, the cherished American ideal of equality* of educational 
opportunity would be affirmed in the* law of the land by the 
elected representatives of the people in Congress. 

The Act would further establish an educational Bill 
of Rights for Mexican- Americans, Puerto Rican, Indians, and 
others who start their education under language handicaps, to 
make certain that they, too, will have: equal opportunity. 
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The Act I propose would concentrate Federal school 
aid funds on the areas of greatest educational need. That 
would mean directing over $2-1/2 billion in the next year 
mainly toward improving the education of children from poor 
families. 

This proposal deals directly with the problem that 
has been too often overlooked. He all know that within the • 
central cities of otir Nation there are schools so inferior 
that it is hypocritical even to suggest that the poor children 
who go there are getting a decent education, let alone an 
education comparable to that of children who go to schools 
in the suburbs. Even the most extreme proponents of busing 
admit that it would be years before programs could be set up 
and financed which would bus a majority of these children out 
of these central city areas to better schools in the suburbs. 
That means that putting primary emphasis on more busing, 
rather than on better education, inevitably will leave a lost 
9oneration of poor children in the central cities, doomed to 
inferior education. r ; < 

It is time for us to make a national commitment to 
see that the schools in the central cities are upgraded so that 
the children who go there will have just as good a chance to 
get quality education as do the children who go to school in 
the suburbs. 

What I am proposing is that at the same time we 
stdp more busing, we move forward to guarantee that the children* 
currently attending the poorest schools in our cities and in 
rural areas be provided with education equal to that of good 

schools in their communities. * 

• • 

Taken together, the two elements of my proposal — 
the moratorium on new busing and the Equal Educational Oppor- 
tunities Act, would focus our efforts where- -they really 

, • * , . * * . . ‘ . 
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belong — on better education lor all of our children , rather 
than on more busing for seme of our children. 

In addition/ I am directing all agencies and depart** 
ments of the Federal Government at every level to carry out 
the spirit as well as the letter of the message in all of their 
actions. I am directing the Justice Department to intervene 
in selected cases where the lower courts have gone beyond the 
Supreme Court's requirements in ordering busing. 

These are the highlights of the new approach I pro- 
pose. Let me now go to the heart of the problem that confronts 
us. I want to tell you why I feel that busing for the purpose 
of achieving racial balance in our schools is wrong , and why 
the great majority of Americans are right in wanting to bring 
it to an end. 

The purpose of such busing is to help end segrega- 
tion. But experience in case aft&r case has shown that busing 
is a bad- means to a good end. The frank recognition ^of that 
fact does not reduce our commitment to desegregation — it 
simply tells us that we have to come up with a better means to 
that good end. 

• t 

The great majority of Americans , white and black, 
feel strongly that the busing of school children away from 
their own neighborhoods for the purpose of achieving racial 
balance is wrong . 

But the great majority, black and white, also are 
determined that the process of desegregation must go forward 
until the goal of genuinely equal educational opportunity is - 
achieved. 



The question, then, is "How can we end segregation 
in a way that does not result in more busing?" The proposals 
X am sending to the Congress provide an answer to that question. 



One emotional undercurrent that has done much to make 
this issue so difficult is the feeling that some people have that 
to oppose busing is to be anti-black. This is dangerous nonsense. 



There is no escaping the fact that some people do 
oppose busing because of racial prejudice. But to go on from 
this to conclude that "Anti-busing" is simply a code word for 
prejudice, is a vicious libel on millions of ’ concerned parents 
who oppose busing not because they are against desegregation, 

- *■***•*-•»• 4 tac th&Lx. ffhlldfAn. 
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The purpose of such busing is to help end segrega- 
tion. But experience in case after case has shown that busing, 
is a bad means to a good end. The frank recognition of that 
fact does not reduce our commitment to desegregation — it 
simply tells us that we have to come up with a better means to 
that good end. 



The great majority of Americans, white and black, 
feel strongly that the busing of school children away from 
their own neighborhoods for the purpose of achieving racial 
balance is wrong. 

But the great majority, black and white, also are 
determined that the process of desegregation must go forward 
until the goal of genuinely equal educations'’, opportunity is 
achieved. 

» * «. 

The question, then, is M How can we end segregation 
in a way that does not result in more busing?" The proposals 
X am sending to the Congress provide ah answer to that q vest ion. 

One emotional undercurrent that has done much to make 
this issue so difficult is the feeling that some people have that 
to oppose busing is to be anti-black. This is dangerous nonsense. 

There is no escaping the fact that some people do 
oppose busing because of racial prejudice. But to go on from 
tills to conclude that "anti-busing" is simply a code word for 
prejudice is a vicious libel on millions of concerned parents 
who oppose busing not because they are against desegregation, 
but because they are for better education for their children. 

They want their children education in their own neighborhoods. 

| 

Many have invested their life's savings in a home 
in a neighborhood they chose because it had good schools. They 
do not want their children bused across the city to an inferior 
school just to meet some social planner's concept of what is. 

* considered to be the correct racial balance — or what is called ' 
"progressive" social policy. 

There are right reasons for opposing busing, and there 
are wrong reasons -- and most people, including large and increas- 
ing numbers of blacks , oppose it for reasons that have xittle 
or nothing to do with race. It would compound an injustice to 
persist in massive busing simply because some people oppose 
it for the wrong reasons. 
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There is another element to consider and this is 
the most- important one of all. That is the human element which 
I see reflected in thousands of letters I have received in my 
mail from worried parents all over the country, North, East, 
West and South. Let me give you some examples. 



I believe it is wrong when an eightryear old child 
who was once able to wtalk to a neighborhood school is now. forced 
to travel two hours, a day on a bus... 

": ' . ■ T ■ \ . 

I believe it is-vrong when a working mother is suddenly 
faced with three different bus schedules for. her children and 
that makes.it impossible for her to continue to work. 

I believe; it is wrong:' when parents .are burdened with 
hew worries about ‘tifieir children's safety on the road and in 
the neighborhoods far from home* ' 



I believe it is wrong when a child in a poor neighbor- 
hood is denied the extra personal attention and financial 
support in his "that we know ...can make all the' difference. 

■ ' . ' * 

All these individual human wrongs add up to a deeply 
felt and growing frustration. These *re wrongs that can be and 
must be set right. 

. i •• • 

• That is the purpose of the. legislation I am, sending 
to Congress tomorrow. 



X submit these proposals to the Congress, and X 
commend them to all of^you listening tonight, mindful of 
the profound importance, and the ajpecial complexity of the 
issues they address. The key is action, and action, now. 

And the Congress holds that key. If you agree with the goals 
X have destribed tonight — to stop more busing now and 
provide equality of education for ail of our, children — I u^rge 

you to lot your Congressman and Senators know your views so 

that Congress will act promptly to deal with this problem. 



let me '' close with a personal note. ; This is a 
deeply emotional 1 and divisive issue. I have done my very 
best to undertake to weigh and~r4spect the conflicting 
interests} to strike a balance which is thoughtful and just; 
to search for answers , t that will best serve all of our nation's 
children. 

I 

satisfy the 



realize' the program' I have recommended will not 
extremists on the one side who oppose busing for 




I believe, it is wrong wfoen parents are burdened with 
new worries about their children's safety on the road and in 
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I believe it is wrong when a child in a poor neighbor- 
hood is denied the extra personal attention and financial 
support in his that we know. can make all the difference. 

All these individual human wrongs add up to a deeply 
felt and growing frustration. These are wrongs that can be and 
must be set right. 

That is the purpose of the. legislation I am sending 
to Congress tomorrow. * 
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, ■ I submit these proposals to the Congress, and I 

commend them to all of you listening tonight, mindful of 
the profound importance, and the special complexity of the 
issues they address. The key is action, and action now. 

And the Congress holds that key. If you agree with the goals 
I have described tonight -- to stop more busing now and 
provide equality of education for all of our children -- I urge 
you to let your Congressman and Senators know your views so 
that Congress will act promptly to deal with this problem. - 

^ Let me close with a personal note. This is a 
deeply emotional 1 and divisive issue. I have done my very 
best to undertake to Weigh and respect the conflicting 
interests) to strike a balance which is thoughtful and just; 
to search for answers, thht will best serve all of our nation's 
children. 
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I realize* the program I have recommended will not 
satisfy the ektreinists on the one side who oppose busing for 
the wrong reasons. « 

X realize that my program will not satisfy the 
extreme social planners on the other side who insist on more 
busing# even at the cost of better education. 

• 

But while what X have said tonight will not appeal to 
either extreme, i believe I have expressed the views of the 
majority of Americans. 

Because I believe that the majority of Americans 
of all races want more b vising stopped and better education 
-started. 
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Let us recognize that the issue of busing 
divides many Americans. But let us also recognize that 
the commitment to equal opportunity in education unites 
all Americans. 



The proposals I am submitting to Congress will 
allow us to turn, away from what 'divides us and to turn 
toward what unites us. 



The. way we handle this difficult issue is a 
supreme test of the character; the responsibility and 
the decency of the American people. 

Let us handle it in a way we can be proud of 
•• by uniting behind a program which will make it possible 
■for all the children in this great and good country of ours 
to receive a better education and to enjoy a better life. 



Thank, you, and good night. 






END 



(AT 10 1 14 P.M, EST) 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

* * . *4 

TO THE ■ CONGRESS fiF THE UNITED STATES) r ”> 

/ ' ' * . • ’ . '*. ' ■ 

In this message, I wish to discuss a question which divides many 

Americans, That is the question of busing. 

X vent to do so in a way that will enable us to focus our attention 
on a qua stion which unites all Americans, That is the queetion of 
how to eneure n better education for all of our children. 

In the furor oyer busing, it haa become all too aaay to forget 
what busing is supposedto bs designed to achieve: equality of educe- 
tional opportunity for all Americans. 

' •’H, . ... 

Conscience and the ConlUtution both require that no child should < 
.ba denied equal educational opportunity. That Constitutional mandate 
was laid down by the Supreme Court in Brown v. Board of_ Education 
in I9S4, The years tinea have been onee of dismantling the old dual 
school system in those areas where it existed •— a process that hae 
now bean substantially completed. 

As we look to the future, it la clear that the efforts to provide 
equal educational opportunity must now focus much mors specifically 
on education: on assuring that the opportunity is not only equal, but 
adequate, and that in those remaining cases is which desegregation 
hae not yet been completed it be achieved with a greater sensitivity 
to educational needs. 

Acting within the present . 
law, the lower Federal^gurte 
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In thin message, 1 wish to discucra a quctvijrr 

Americans. That is the question of busing. 



I want to do so in a way that will enable .us to focus our attention 
on * question which unites all Americans. That is the question of 
how to ensure a better education for all of our children. 
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$ *'■ In the furor over buaing, it has become all too easy to forget 
what busing is’ supposed to bo designed to achieve: equality of educa- 
tional opportunity for all Americans. 



Conscience and the Constitution both require that no child should 
ba denied equal educational opportunity. That Constitutional mandats 
was laid down by tho Supreme Court in Brown v. Board of Education 
in 1954. The year? since have been ones of dismantling, the old dual 
school System in those areas v/here it existed -- a process that has 
now been substantially completed. 



As ws look to the futuro, it is clear that the efforts to provide ' 
equal educational opportunity must now focus much more specifically 
on education: on assuring that the opportunity is not only equal, but 
adequate., and that in those remaining cases in wdufcfe desegregation 
has not yet been completed it be achieved with a greater sensitivity 
to educational needs. ; 
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Acting within the present framework of Constitutional and case '• - 
law, the lower Federal courts have ordered a wide variety of remedies 
for the equal protection violations they Have found. Theae remedies 
have included such plans as redrawing attendance zones, pairing, 
clustering and consolidation of school districts. Some of these plans 
have not required extensive additional transportation of pupils. But 
some have required that pupils be bused long dietances, at greet in- 
convenience. in some cases plans havs required that children be 
bused away from their neighborhoods to schools that are inferior or 
even unsafe. 



/ The maze of differing and sometimes inconsistent orders by the 
various lower courts has led to contradiction and uncertainty, and 
often to vastly unequal treatment among regions. States and local 
school districts. In the absence of statutory guidelines, many lower 
court decisions have gone far beyond what most pccple would consider 
reasonable, and beyond what the Supreme Court his said id necessary 
in the requirements they have imposed for the reorganization of : 
school districts and tho transportation of school pupils. 
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All too often, the result has been a classic case pf the remedy 
r one evil creating another evil. In this case, a remedy for the 
historic evil of racial discrimination has often created a new evil 
of disrupting communities and imposing hardship on children -- both 
black and white who are themselves wholly innocent cf the, 
wrongs that the 'plan seeks to set right. 

* . ... ^ ’“i , f 

The 14th Amendment t]p the Constitution --. under which the , 
school desegregation cases have arisen — provides that "The 
Congress shall have power tp* enforce, by appropriate legislation* 
the provisions of this article. " 



Until now, enforcement has been left largely to the courts - - 
which have operated within unlimited range of available remedies * 

' and in the limited context of case law rather than of statutory law. 
I propose that the Congress now accept the responsibility , and use 
the authority given W it under the 14th Amendment to clear up the 
confusion wnich contradictory court order* have created* and to 
establish ri asonable national standards. 



The legislation 1 proposetoday would accomplish this. 






It wouid put an immediate stop to further new busing orders by 
the Federal courta. 



ft would enlist the wisdom* the resources and the experience of 
the Congress in the solution of the vexing problems involved in fashion 
ing school desegregation policies that are true to the Constitutional 

requirements and fair to the people and communities concerned. 

* . \ 

. ft would establish uniform national criteria* to ensure that the 
Federal courts in all sections and all States would have a common 
set of standards to guide them. 



' ^ These measures would protect the right of a community to 
maintain neighborhood schools -- while also establishing a. shared 
/ local and Federal responsibility to raise the level of education iz 
the neediest neighborhoods* with special programs for those disad- 
vantaged children who need special attention. 

At the same time* these measures would not roll back the 
Constitution* or undo the great advances that have been made in 
endins sd>pal 



school desegregation cases have arisen -- provides that "The, 
Congress shall have power to enforce, by appropriate legislation, 
the provisions of this article. ” 

Until now, enforcement has been left largely to the, courts -- 
which have operated within a limited range of available remedies, 
and in the limited context of case law rather than of statutory law. 

I propose that the Congress now accept the responsibility end use 
the authority given to it under the 14th Amendment to clear up the 
confusion which contradictory court orders have created, and to 
establish reasonable national standards. 

i ' 

The legislation I propose today would accomplish this. 

-It would put an immediate stop to further new busing orders by 
the Federal courts. 
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It would enlist the wisdom, the resources and the experience of 
the Congress in the solution of the vexing problems involved in fashion* 
ing school desegregation policies that are true to the Constitutional 
requirements and fair to the people and communities concerned. 4 

It would establish uniform national criteria, to ensure that the 
Federal courts in subsections and all States would have a common 
set of standards to guide them. 

These measures would protect the right of a community to 
maintain neighborhood schools -- while also establishing a shared 
local and Federal respo nsibility to ra iae the level of education in 
the ne edit t ( neighborhood • , with special programs for those disad- 
vantaged children who need special attention. 

, At the same time; these measures would not roll back the 
Constitution, or undo the great advances that have been made in 
ending school segregation, or undermine the continuing drive for 
equal rights. 

-vv , ■ 

specifically, 1 propose that the Congress enact two measures 
which together would ehift the focus from mora transportation to 
bettor . education, and would curb busing while expanding educational 
opportunity. They are: 



u 



would: 



1. The Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1972. This 



— Require that no State or locality could deny equal 
educational opportunity to any person on account of 
race, color or national origin. 

-- Establish criteria for determining wiut constitute* 
a denial of equal opportunity. . 
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-- Establish priorities of remedies for schools that 
are required to desegregate, with busing to be re- 
quired only as a last resort, and then only under 
strict limitations • 

( 

•- Provide for the concentration of Federal school - 
aid funds specifically on the areas of greatest 
educational need, in a way and in sufficient quantities 
so they can have a real and substantial impact in 
terms of improving the education of children from 
poor families. 

2. The Student Transportation Moratorium Act of 1972, 

-- This would provide a period of time during which 
any future, new busing orders by the courts would 
not go into effect, while the Congress considered 
legislative approaches -« such as the Equal Educa- 
tional Opportunities Act -- to the questions raised 
by school desegregation cases. This moratorium 
on new busing would be effective until July 1, 1973, 
or until the Congress passed the appropriate legisla- 
tion, whichever was sooner. Its purposq would net 
be to contravene rights under the 14th Amendment, 
but simply to hold in abeyance further busing orders 
while the Congress investigated and considered alter- 
native methods of securing those rights — methods 
that could ‘establish a new and broader context in 
which the courts could decide desegregation cases, 
and that could render busing orders unnecessary. 
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Together, these two measures would provide an immediate stop 
to new busing in the short run, and constructive alternatives to 
busing in the long run -- and they would give the Congress the time 
it needs to consider fully and fairly one of the most complex and 
difficult issues to confront the Nation in modern times. 
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Busing : The Fears and Concerns 

Before discussing the specifics of these proposals, let me 
deal candidly with the controversy surrounding busing itself. 






poor families. 

2. The Student Transportation Moratorium Act of 1972. 

-- This would provide a period of time during which 
any future, new busing orders by the courts would 
not go into effect, while the Congress considered 
legislative approaches -- such as the Equal Educa- 
tional Opportunities Act --to the questions raised 
by school desegregation cases. This moratorium 
on new busing would be effective until July 1. 1973. 
or until the Congress passed the appropriate legisla- 
tion. whichever was sooner. Its purpose would net 
be to contravene rights under the 14th Amendment, 
but simply to hold in abeyance further busing orders 
whtte the Congress investigated and considered alter 
native methods of securing those rights -- methods 
that could establish a new and broader context in 
which the courts could decide desegregation cases, 
and that could render busing orders unnecessary. 



Together, these two measures would provide an immediate stop 
to new busing in the short run. and constructive alternatives to 
busing in the* long run -- and they would give the Congress the time 
it needs to consider fully and fairly one of the most complex and 
difficult issues to confront the Nation in modern times. 



Busing : The Fears and Concerns 

Before discussing the specifics of these proposals, let me 
deal candidly with thej^antrover sy surrounding busing itself. 

* There are some people who fear any curbs on busing because 
they fear tnat it would break the momentum of the drive for equal 
rights for blacks and other minorities. Some fear it would go 
further, and that it would set in motion a chain of reversals that 
would undo all the advances so painfully achieved in the past generation. 



It is essential that whatever we do to curb busing be done in a 
way that plainly will not have these other consequences. It is vitally* 
important that the Nation's continued commitment to equal rights 
and equal opportunities be clear and concrete. 

On the other hand, it is equally important that we not allow 
emotionalism to crowd out reason, or get so lost in symbols that 
words lose their meaning. 
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One emotional' undercurrent that has done much to make this so 
difficult an issue is the feeling some people have that to oppose busing 
is to be anti-black. This is closely related to the arguments often put 
forward that resistance to any move, no matter what, that may be ad- 
vanced in the name of desegicgaiion is "racist." This is dangerous 
nonsense. 

There is no escaping the fact that some people oppose busing 
because of racial prejudice. But to go on from this to conclude that 
"anti-busing" is simply a code word for prejudice is an exercise in 
arrant unreason. There are right reasons for opposing busing, and 
there are wrong reasons -- and moat people, including large and in- 
creasing numbers of blacks -and other minorities, oppose it for reasons 
that have little or nothing to do with race. It would compound an injustice 
to persist in massive busing simply because some people oppose it for 
the wrong reasons. . ^ % 

For most Americans, the school bus used' to be a symbol' of hope -- 
of better education. In too many communities today, it ha* become a 
symbol of helplessness, frustration and outrage -- of a wrenching of 
children away from their families, and from the schools their families 
may have moved to be near, and sending them arbitrarily to others far 
distant. 

i ♦ ' i . ’ ' * ' 

It has become a symbol of social engineering on the basis of ab- 
stractions, with too little regard for the desires and the feelings of ^ 

those most directly concerned: the children, and their families. 

Schools exist to serve the children, net to bear the burden of social 
change. As I put it in - my policy statement on school desegregation 2 
years ago (on March 24, 1970): ^ 

ft 

’"One of the mistakes of past policy has been to demand too 
much of otir schools: They have been expected not only to 

educate, but also to accomplish a social transformation. 

Children in many instances have not been served, but used -- 
in what, all too often haa proved a tragically futile effort to 
achieve in the schools the kind of a multiracial society which 
the adult community haa failed tc achieve for itself. 

"If we are to be realists, we must recognize that in a free 
society there are limits to the amount of Government coer- 
cion that can reasonably be used; that in achieving desegre- 
gation we must proceed with the least possible disruption of 
the education of the Nation's children; and that our children 
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For most Americans, the school bus.uaed to be a symbol' of hope 
of better education. In too many communities today, it has. become a 
\ symbol of helplessness, frustration and outrage -- of a wrenching of 

children away from their families, and from the schools their families 
1 may have moved to be near, and 'sending them arbitrarily to others far 

distant. 



It has become a symbol off social engineering on the basis of ab- 
| stractione, with too little regard for the desires and the feelings of 

[. those most directly concerned: the children, and their families. 

t. ♦' ’ , * 

j Schools exist to serve the children, not to bear the burden of social 

{ change. As I put it in' my policy statement on school desegregation 2 

|. year* ago (on March 24, 1970): 

> *- • ' • 

I 

• '"One of the’ mistakes of past policy has been to demand too 

! • much of odr schools; They have been expected not only to 

educate, but also to accomplish a social transformation. 

Children in many instances have not been served, but used 
in what all too often has proved a tragically futile effort to 
achieve in the schools the kind of a multiracial society which 
the adult community has failed tc achieve for itself. 

"If we are to be realists, we must recognize that in a free 
society there are limits to the amount of Government coer- 
cion that can reasonably be used; that in achieving desegre- 
gation wc must proceed with the least possible disruption of 
the education of the Nation’s children; and that our children 
. are highly sensitive to conflict, , and highly vulnerable to 4 
lasting psychic injury. 



"Failing to recognize these factors, past policies have placed 
on the schools and the children too great a share of the burden 
of eliminating racial disparities throughout our society. A 
major part of this task falls to the schools. But they cannot 
do it all or even most of it by themselves. Other institutions 
can share the burden of breaking down racial barriers, but only 
the schools can perform the task of education if self. If our . 
schools fail to' educate, then whatever they may achieve in 

. integrating the races will turn out to be only a Pyrrhic victory. " 

* . • •• • 
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V yi The SupVeme Court has also recognized this problem. Writing 

I for a unanimous Court in the Swann case last April, Chief Justice 

Burger said: 

i • . : , . ‘ 

| "The constant theme and thrust of every holding from Brown I 

‘ 1 to date is that state-enforced separation of races iii public 

I schools is discrimination that violates the Equal Protection 

Clause." The remedy commanded was to dismantle dual school 

• systems. 

* i . • * * ' 

I "We are concerned in these cases with the elimination of 

the discrimination inherent in the dual school systems, not 

with myriad factors of human existence which can tause 
discrimination in a multitude of ways on racial, religious, 
or ethnic grounds. The target of the cases from Brown 1 
* to die present was die dual school system. The elimination 
of racial discrimination in public schools is a large task 
and one that should not be retards* by efforts to achieve 
broader purposes lying beyond the jurisdiction qf school 
authorities. One vehicle can carry only a limited amount 
| of baggage.. . , 

i „ . • s 

\ * *, ’ . ; 

.1 . "Our objective in dealing with the isauea pre tented by these 

| caaea is to see that school authorities exclude no pupil of 

{ a racial minority from any school, directly or indirectly, 

• v on account of race; It does not and cannot embrace all die 

problems of racial prejudice, even when those problems 

contribute to' disproportionate racial concentrations in some. 

schools* " • 

• ..f.f S ; • .< ■ . ' • ' • 

In addressing- the busing question, it is important diat wa do ao 
in historical perspective. 

Busing for the purpose of desegregation was begun -• mostly on a 
modest scale - as one of a mix of remedies to meet the requirements 
laid down by various lower Federal courts for achieving the difficult 
. transition from the old dual school system to a new, unitary system. 




At the time, die problems of transition that loomad ahead were 
massive, die old habits deeply entrenched, community resistance often 
extremely strong. As the years wore on, the courts grew increasingly 
impatient with what they sometime* aaw a* delay dr evasion, and in- 
creasingly insistent that, aa the Supreme Court put it in the Green 
decision in 1968, desegregation plana must promise "realistically to., 
work, and. . .to work now. 11 : / v •• • 
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Busing for the purpose of desegregation was begun -- mostly on a 
modest scale -- as one of a mix of remedies to meet the requirements 
laid down oy various lower Federal courts for achieving the difficult 
transition from the old dual school system to a new, unitary system. 



At the time, the problems of transition that loomed ahead were 
massive, the old habits deeply entrenched, community resistance often 
extremely strong. As the years wore on, the courts grew increasingly 
impatient with what;they ion\etimes saw as delay or evasion, and in- 
creasingly insistent that, if^ie Supreme Court put it in the Green 
decision in 1968, desegregation. plans must promise "realistically to., 
work, and. . . to work now. 11 ' , 



< But in the past 3 years, progress toward eliminating the vestiges 
of too dual system has been phenomenal -- and so too has been the shift 
in pubjtic attitudes in those areas where dual systems were formerly 
operated. In State after State and community after community, local 
civic, business and educational leader# of all race* have come forward 
to help make the transition peacefully and successfully. Few voices 
are now raised urging a return to the old patterns' of -enforced segregation. 



Li 



> This new climate of acceptance of the.basic Constitutional doctrine 
ie a new. element of great importance: for the greater the elements of 
basic good faith, of desire to make the eyetem work, the leas need or ' 
justification there ie for extreme remedies rooted .in coercion. 
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At the same time, there has been a marked shift in the focus of 

. ■ ■■« 

concerns by blacks and members of other minorities. Minority parents 
have long had a deep and special concern with improving the quality of 
their children's education. For a number of years, the principal 
mphasis of this concern*- and of the Nation’s attention -• was on 
desegregating the schools. Now that the dismantling of the old dual 
system has been substantially completed there is once again a far 
greater balance of emphasis on improving schools, on convenience, on 
the chance for parental involvement --in short, on the same concerns 
that motivate white parents -• and, in many communities, on securing 
a greater measure of control over schools that serve primarily minority- 
group communities. Moving forward on desegregation is still important -- 
but the principal concern is with preserving the principle, and with 
ensuring that the great gains made since Brown , and particularly in 
recent years, are not rolled back in a reaction against excessive busing. 
Many black leaders now express private concern, moreover, that a 
reckless extension of busing requirement s„ could bring about precisely 
the results they fear most: a reaction that would undo those gains, and 
that would begin the unraveling of advances in other areas that also 
are based on newly expanded interpretations of basic Constitutional 
rights. 



Also, it has not escaped their notice that those who insist on 
system -wide racial^balance insist pn.a condition in which, in most 
communitites, every school would be run by whites and dominated by 
whites, with blacks in a permanent minority -- and without escape 
from that minority status.* The result would be to deny blacks the right 
to have schools in which they ^re the majority. .1 



- In short, this is not the simple black-white issue that some 
•implistically present it as being. There are deep divisions of opinion 
among people of all races - - with recent surveys showing strong oppo- 
sition to busing among black parents as well as among white parents - - 
not because they are against desegregation but because they are for 
better education. 



In the process of school desegregation, we all have been learning; 
perceptions have been changing. Those who once said "no" to racial 
integration have accepted the concept, and believe in equality before the 
law. Those who once thought massive busing was the answer have also 
been changing their minds in the light of experience. 



As we cut threugh the elends of emotionalism that surround the 
busing question, we can begin to identify the legitimate issues. 



Concern for the Quality of education a child sets is legitimate. 
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reckless extension of busing requirements could bring about precisely 
the results they fear most: a reaction that would undo those gains, and 
that would begin the unraveling of advances in other areas that also 
are based on newly expanded interpretations of basic Constitutional 
rights. 
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communitites, every school would be run by whites and dominated by 
whites, with blacks in a permanent minority -- and without escape 
from that minority status. The result would be to deny blacks the right 
te)iave schools in which they are the majority. 



In short, this is not the simple black-white issue that some 
simplistically present itas being. Ther&are deep divisions of opinion 
among people of all races -- with rectntjrurvey « showing strong oppo- 
sition to busing among black parents as. 'we 11 as #mong white parents 
noi because they are against desegregation but .because they are for 
better education. 

In the process of school desegregation; we all have been learning; 
perceptions have been changing. Those who once said "no" to racial 
integration have accepted the concept, and v believe in equality before the 
law. Those who once thought massive busing was the answer have also 
been changing their minds in the light of experience. 

As we cut through the clouds of emotionalism that surround the 
busing question, we can begin to identify the legitimate issue*. 

Concern for the quality of education a child gets is legitimate. 

Concern that there be no retreat from the principle of ending 
racial discrimination is legitimate. 

Concern for the distanced child has to travel to get to school 
is legitimate. 6 

' Concern over requiring that a child attend a more distant school 
when one is available near his home is legitimate. 

Concern for the obligation of government to assure, as nearly 
as possible, that all the children of a given district have equal educa- 
tional opportunity Is legitimate. 

•r . ■ • , 
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Concern for the way educational resources are allocated among 
the schools of a district i« legitimate. 



. Concern for the degree of control parents and local school boards 
should have over their schools is legitimate. 



In the long, difficult effort to give life to what is in the law, to 
desegregate the Nation's schools and enforce the principle of eqVtal 
opportunity, many experiments have been tried. Some have worked, ' 
and some have not. We now have the benefit of a fuller fund of 
experience than we had 18 years^ago, or even 2 years ago. It has also 
become apparent that community resistance -- black as well as white - 
to plans that massively. disrupt education and separate parents from 
their children's schools, makes those plans unacceptable to communi- 
ties on which they are imposed. 



Against this background, the objectives of the reforms I propose 



are: 



-•To give practical meaning to the concept of equal educa- 
, * tional opportunity. 



■•-To apply the experience gained in the process of 
desegregation, and also in efforts to give special help 
to the educationally disadvantaged. 



- - To ensure the continuing vitality of the principles laid 
down in Brown v. Board of Education. 



--To downgrade busing as a tool for achieving equal 
educational opportunity. 



To curtain the rights and responsibilities vested by the 
States in local school boards. _ 



J* 



THE EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES ACT 



In the historic effort since 1954 to end the system of State - 
enforced segregation in the public schools, all three branches of 
Government have had important functions and responsibilities 
roles, however, have been unequal. 



Their 
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•If some Of the Federal courts have lately tended toward extreme 
remedies in school desegregation cases -• and some have -• this has 
been in considerable part because the work hap largely gone forward 
in the courts, case-by-case, and because the courts have carried a 
heavy share of the burden while having to operate within a limited 



S^Tuci^hcyTreimposed. 

Against this background, the objectives of the reforms I propose 

are: J__ 

-- To give practical meaning to the concept of equal educa- 
tional opportunity. " 

--To apply the experience gained in the process of 

desegregation, and also in efforts to give special help 
to the educationally disadvantaged. 

. ) -- To ensure the continuing vitality of the principles laid 
„• down in Brown r. Board of Education. 

-• To downgrade busing as a tool io) achieving equal : 
educational opportunity. 
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-- To curtain the rights and responsibilities vested by the 
States in local school boards. 

■* * • 

THE EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES ACT 

In the historic effort since 1954 to end the system of State- 
enforced segregation in the public schools, all three branches of 
Government have had important functions and 'responsibilities. Their 
roles, however, have been unequal. 4 

. , .?• .• * . • • 

If some of the Federal courts have lately tended toward extreme 
remedies in school desegregation cases -- and some have -- this has 
been in considerable part because the work has largely gone forward 
in the courts, case-by-case, and because the courts have carried a 
heavy share of the burden while having £o operate within a limited 
framework of reference and remedies. The efforts have therefore 
frequently been disconnected, and the result has been not only great 
progress-but also the creation of problems severe enough to threaten 
the immense achievement of these 18 difficult years. 

, If we are to consolidate our gains and move ahead on our prob- 
lems -- both the old and the new we must undertake now to bring 
the leaven of experience to the logic of the law. 

o f> 

Drawing on the lessons of experience, we must provide the 
courts with a new framework of reference and remedies. 
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The angry debate over busing has at one and the same time both 
illuminated and obscured a number of broad areas in which realism and 
■hared concern in fact unite mont American parents, whatever their race. 
Knowledge of such shared concerns is the most precious product of 
experience; it also is the soundest foundation of law. >The time is at hand 
for the legislative, executive and judicial branches of Government to' act 
on this knowledge, and by so doing to lift the sense of crisis that threatens 
the education of our children and the peace of our people. 

The Equal Educational Opportunities Act that l propose today draws on 
that experience, and Is designed to give the courts a new and broader base 
on which to decide future ca>?es, and to place the emphasis where it belongs: 
on better education for all of our children. 

Equal Opportunity: The Criteria " 

The act I propose undertakes, in the light of experience, both to 
prohibit and to define the denial of equal educational opportunity. In 
essence, it provides that: " 

No State shall deny equal edu&ktonal opportunity to any 

person on account of race, color or national origin. „ . 

° • • ,y> 

— Students shall not be deliberately segregated either among or 
within the public schools. 

- ...* • 

' m f- Where deliberate segregation was formerly practiced, educa- 
. tlonal agencies have an affirmative duty to remove the vestiges 
of the dual system. 

A student may not be assigned to a school other than the one 
nearest his home, if doing so would result in a greater degree 
of racial segregation. • „ 

. *.Y 

Subject to the other provisions of the act, the assignment of 
. students to their neighborhood schools would not be considered 
■'denial of equal educational opportunity tinless the schools were 
located or the assignment made for the purpose of racial segre- 
gation. 
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-- No State shall deny eq^l educational opportunity to any 
person on account of race, color or national origin. . 



V • * 

‘ \ f S 

-- -Students Shall not be deliberately segregated eitjier among or 



; Within the public schools. 



-- Where deliber&tq segregation was formerly praq£iced, educa- 
tional agencies have an affirmative duty to remove the vestiges 
of the dual system. * 



■- A student' may not be assigned to a school other than the one 
nearest his home, if doing so would result in a greater degree 
of racial segregation. 



Subject to the other provisions of the act, the assignment of 
students t'o their neighborhood.,schools would not be considered 
a defltal of equal educational opportunity unless the schools were 
located or the assignment made for the purpose of racial segre- 
gation. 



■- Racial balance is not required. 



There can be no discrimination in the employment and assign- 
ment of faculty and staff. > ' V, s 



School authorities may not authorise student transfers that 
would have the effect of increasing segregation. 



■ t 'i 



School authorities must take appropriate action to overcome 
whatever language barriers might exist, in order to enable all 
students to participate equally in educational programs. This 
would establish, in effect, an educational bill of rights for 
Mexican- Americans, Puerto Ricans, Indians and others who start 
under language handicaps,., and ensure at last that they too would 
have equal opportunity. 
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-- Through Federal financial as si eta nee and incentives* ^chool 
districts would be strongly encouraged not only to avoid 
shortchanging the schools that eerve their neediest children, 
but beyond, this to establish and rmintniu special learning pro- 
grams in those schools that would help children who were behind 
to catch up. These incentives would also encourage school 
authorities to provide for voluntary transfers of students that 
would reduce racial concentrations. 
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Thus, the act would set standards for all school districts through- 
out the Nation* ae the basic requirements for carrying out* In the field 
of public education, the Constitutional guarantee that each person shall j 
have equal protection of the laws. It would establish broad-ba£jkt~£n?K^^ 
specific criteria to ensure against racial discrimination In erf^ool ' 

assignments, to establish the equal educational rights of Mei$ican- 
Americans. Puerto Ricans and others starting with language handicaps, 
to protect the principle of the neighborhood school. It would also provide 
money and incentives to help ensure for schools in poor neighborhoods 
the fair treatment they have too often been denied in the past; end to 
provide the special learning and extra attention that children In those 
neighborhoods so oftsn need. 

> . ‘ 

"1 

Denial of Equal Opportun ity: The Remedies 

In the past* the courts have largely been left to their own devices 
in determining appropriate remedies in school desegregation cases. The 
results have been sometimes sound, sometimes bizarre but certainly 
uneven. The time has come for the Congress, on the basis of experience, 
to provide guidance. Where a violation exists, the act 1 propose would 
provide that: » * 

-- The .remedies imposed must be limited to those needed to 
correct the particular violations that, have been found. 

— School district lines must not be ignored or altered unless they 
are clearly shown to have been drawn for purposes of segregation. 

t 

-- Additional busing must not be required unless no other.remedy 
can be found to correct the particular violation that exists* 

’ — A priority of remedies would bW established* with the court 

required to use the first remedy on the list, or the first combln- 



authorities to provide for voluntary transfers of. students that 
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In the past, the courts have largely been left to their own devices 
in determining appropriate remedies in school desegregation cases. The 
results have been sometimes. scund. sometimes bizarre -- hut certainly 
uneven. The time has co tm. for the Congress, on the basis of experience, 
to provide guidance. Where a violation exists, the act 1 propose would 
provide that: . . 



-- The remedies imposed must be limited to those needed to 

correct the particular violations that have been found. 3 

« 

-- School district lines must not be ignored or altered unless they > . | 

art clearly shown to have been drawn for purpose s*of segregation. V 

5 

9 - Additional busing must hot be required unless no other remedy \ 

can be found to correct the particular violation that exists. | 

-• A priority of remedies would be established, with the court 

required to use the first remedy on the list, or the first combin- ! > 
ation of remedies, that would correct the unlawful condition. The 
list of authorised remedies — in order -- is: 

(1) Assigning students to^s schools closest to their homes 
that provide the appropriate level jand type of education, 
taking into account school capacities and natural physical 
. barriers; 

12) Assigning students to the schools closest to their homes that 
provide the appropriate level and type of education, consider- 
ing only school capacities; 
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(3) " Permitting student* to transfer from a school in which' their 

race is a majority to one in which it is a minority; 

(4) Creation or revision of attendance zones or grade structures 
without necessitating increased student transportation; 

(5) Construction of new schools or the closing of inferior schools; * 



(6) The use of magnet schools or educational parks to promote 
integration; 



(7) Any other plan which is educationally sound and adminis- 
tratively feasible. Hpwever, such a plan could not require 
increased busing of students in the sixth grade or below. If 
apian involved additional. busing of older children, then: 

(a) It could not be ordered unless there was cleat and con- 
vincing evidence that no other method would work; (b) in no 
case could it be ordered on other than a temporary basis; 

(c) it could not pose a, risk to health,, or significantly im- 
pinge on the educational process; (d) the school district 
could be granted a stay until the order had been passed on by 
the court of appeals. 




. ^ 



*" Beginning with the effective date of the act, time limits would be 
placed on desegregation orders. They would be limited to 10 years' 
_du ration -- or 5 years if they called for student transportation 
. provided.; that during that period the school authorities had been in 
good-faith compliance. New orders could then be entered only if 
• there had been new violations. 

• e 

! These rules Would thus clearly define what the Federal courts could 

) end could not require; however, the States and localities would remain free 

| to carry out voluntary school integration plans that might go substantially 

beyond the Federal requirements. 

* ■ * ft 

I This is an important distinction. Where busing would provide education- 

I el advantages for the community's children, and where the community wants 

I to undertake it, the community should -• and will -- have that choice. What 

! rmr ** objectionable ia an arbitrary Federal requirement — whether administrative 

I or judicial — that the community must undertake massive additional busing 

j^^^^^^ M Ag^J3&l£££JSLEgderal_law i _The essence of a free society is to restrict the 
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(6) The use of magnet schools or educational parka to promote 
integration; 

<■ 

(7) Any other plan which is educationally sound and adminis - 
tratively feasible. However, such a plan could not require . 
increased busing of students in the sfkth grade or below. If 
a plan involved additional busing of older children, then: . 

(a) It could not be ordered unless there was cleat and con- 
vincing evidence that no other method would work; (b) in no 

** . . case could it be ordered on other than a temporary basis; 

(c) it could not pose a risk to health, . or significantly im- 
pinge on the educational process ; (d) the school district 
could be granted a stay until the order had been passed on by 
4 the court of appeals. 

' — Beginning with the effective date of the act, time limits would be 

placed on desegregation orders. They would be limited to 10 years 1 
duration -• or 5 years if they called for student transportation -- ’ ; 
provided., that during that period the school authorities had been 'in 
good-faith compliance. New orders could then be entered only if 
there had been new violations. **“ 

* V S' . \ ' ■*.. - # 

These rule? Would thus clearly define what the Federal courts could 
and could not require; however, the States and localities would remain free 
to carry out voluntary school integration plans that might go substantially 
beyond the Federal requirements. 
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This is an important distinction. Where busing would provide education- 
al advantages for the community's children, and where the community wants 
'.to undertake it, the community should -- and will -- have that choice. What 
is objectionable is an arbitrary Federal requirement • • whether administrative 
or judicial that the community must undertake massive additional busing 
as a matter of Federal law. The essence of a free society is to restrict the 
range of what must be done, and broaden the range of what may be done. . 
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iual Opportunity : Broadening the Scope 

* * ^ ' • 

If we were simply to place curbs on busing and do nothing more, then 
we would not have kept faith with the hopes, the needs •• or the rights -- 
of the neediest of our children. 

Even adding the many protections built into the rights and remedies 
sections of the Equal Educational Opportunities Act, we would not by this 
alone provide what their special needs require. 
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Busing helps some poor children; it poses a hardship for others; but 
there are many more, and in many areas the great majority id the heart 
of New York, and in South Chicago, for example -- whom it could never 
reach. 
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If We were to treat busing as some sort of magic panacea, and to con- 
centrate bur efforts and resources on that as the principal means of 
achieving qtaality education for blacks and other minorities, then in these 
areas of 'dense minority concentration a whole generation could be lo^. 

If we hold missive busing to be, in any event, an unacceptable remedy 
for the inequalities of educational opportunity that exist/ then we must do 

more to improve the schools where poor families live. 

0 

.. i . • . , 

Rather than require the spending of scarce resources on ever-longer 
-bus. rides for those who happen to live where busing is possible, we should 
encourage the putting of those resources directly into education - - serving 
all the disadvantaged children, not merely those on the bus routes. 

In order to reach the great majority of the children who most need 
( -extxa help, I propose a new approach to financing the extra efforts required: 
one that puts the money where the needs arte, drawing on the funds I have 
requested for this and the next fiscal year under Title I of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 and under the Emergency School Aid . 
Act now pending before the Congress . - 

- t ■ % # • 

As part of the Equal Educational Opportunities 'Act, 1 propose to 
broaden the uses of the funds under the Emergency School Aid Act, and to 
provide the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare with additional 
authority to encourage effective special learning programs in those schools 
where the nteds are greatest. 

Detailed program. criteria would be spelled out in administrative guide- 
lines but the intent of this program is to usje a major portion af the $1.5 
billion Emergency School Aid money as, in effect, incentive grants to en- 
courage eligible districts to design educational programs that would do 
three things: ' 

" t * 

— Assure (as a condition of getting the grant) that the district's 
expenditures on its poorest schools were at least comparable to those on its 
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cent rate our efforts and resources on that.ae the principal means of 
achieving quality education for blacks and other minorities, then in th(se - 
a. eas'of dense minority concentration a whole generation could be lost. 

^ Q 

‘ • * \ * » 

If we hold-massive busing to be, in any event, an unacceptable remedy 

for the inequalities of educational opportunity that exist, then we must do 

more to improve the schools where~poor families live. 

■ & 

. Rather than require the spending of scarce resources on ever -longer 
bus rides for those who happen to live where busing is possible, we should 
encourage the putting of tjtioae resources directly into education -- serving 
all the disadvantaged children, not merely those oh the .bus routes. ,• 

1 \ # . ' * . • * 

In order to reach the great majority of the children who most need 
extra help, 1 propose a new approach to financing the extra efforts required: 
one that puts the nfbniey where the needs are, drawing on the funds 1 have 
requested for this and the next fiscal year under Title 1 of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 and under the Emergency School Aid 
Act now pending before the Congress. 

t 

As part of the Equal Educational Opportunities Act, 1 propose to 
broaden the use* of the fundi tinder the Emergency School Aid Act, and to 
provide the Secretary of Health, Education; and Welfare with additional 
authority to encourage effective special learning programs in those schools 
where the needs are greatest. 

Detailed program (criteria would be spelled out in administrative guide- 
lines -- but the intent of this program is to use a major portion of the $1.5 
billion Emergency School Aid money as, in effect, incentive grants to en- 
courage eligible districts to design educational programs that would do < 
three things : , 

. .i • ■ . . 

-- Assure (as a condition of getting the grant) that the district's 
expenditures on its poorest schools were at least comparable to those on its 
other schools. 

I • t « O 

*■ Provide, above this, a compensatory education grant of approxi- 
mately $300 per low-income pupil for schools in which ‘substantial numbers 
of the students are from poor families, if the concentration of poor students 
exceeds specified limits. ■' * i „ ' 

-- Require that this compensatory grant be spent entirely on basic 
instructional programs for language skills and mathematics, "and on basic 
supportive services such as health and nutrition. 

_ ' T 

Provide a "bonus" to the receiving school for each pupil transferring 
from a poor school to a non-poor school where his race is in the minority, 
without reducing the grant to the transferring school. 
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Priority would be given to those districts that are desegregating 
either voluntarily or under court order, and to those that are addressing 
problems of both racial and economic impaction. ^ 



Under this plan, the remaining portion of the $1* 5 billion available 
under the Emergency School Aid Act for this and the next fiscal year 
old go toward the other kinds! of aid originally 'envisaged under it. 



? 



This partial shift of funds is now possible for two reasons: First, 
in the nearly 2 years since I first proposed the Emergency School Aid 
Act, much of what it was designed to help with has already been done. 
Second, to the extent that the standards set forth in the Equal Educational 
Opportunities Act would relieve desegregating districts of some 
of the more expensive requirements that might otherwise be laid upon . 
them, a part of the money originally intended to help meet those^expenses 
can logically be diverted to thesdother, closely related needs. X would 
stress once. again, in this connection, the importance I attach to final 
passage of the Emergency School Aid Act: thoie districts that are now 
desegregating still need its help, and the funds to be made available for 
these new purposes are an essential element of a balanced equal oppor- 
tunity package. 



t also propose that instead of being terminated at the end of fiscal 
1973, as presently scheduled, the lime rgency School Aid Act continue 
to be authorised at a $1 billion annual level --of which I would expect 
the greatest part to be used for the purposes I have outlined here. At 
the current level of funding of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary ' 
Education Act of 1965, this would provide a total approaching $2. 5 billion 
annually for compensatory education purposes. 



For some years now, -there has been a running debate about the 
effectiveness of added spending for programs of compensatory or , 
remedial education. Some have maintained there is virtually no 
correlation between dollar input and learning output; others have main- 
tained there is a direct correlation; experience has been mixed. 



What does now seem clear is that while many Titled experiments 
have failed, many others have succeeded substantially and even 
dramatically; and what also is clear is that without the extra efforts ' 
such extra funding would make possible, there is little chance of. . 
breaking tl&e cycle of deprivation. * • - * :"■* . . . 



A case can be made that Title I has fallen short of expectations, 
and'that in some respects it has failed. In many cases, pupils in the 
Programs funded bv it have shown no improvement whatever, and funds 
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This partial shift of funds is now possible for two reasons: First, 
in the neatly 2 years since I first proposed the Emergency School Aid 
Act, much of what it was designed to help with has already been done. 
Second, to the extent that the standards set forth in the Equal Educational 
Opportunities Act would relieve desegregating districts of some 
of the more expensive requirements that might otherwise belaid upon 
them, a part of tbs money originally intended to help meet those expenses 
can logically be diverted to th'esd' other, closely, related needs. I would 
•tress once again, in this connection!, thq importance I attach to final 
passage of the Emergency School Aid Act: those districts that are now 
desegregating still need its help, and the funds to be made available for 
these new purposes are an essential element of a balanced equal oppor- 
tunity package. 

» . * - ’ ■ • * • * 

1 also propos'e~thar instead of being terminated at the end of fiscal 
,1973, as presently scheduled, the Emergency School Aid Act continue 
to be authorised at a $1 billion annual level •• of which I would expect 
the greatest part to be used for the purposes X have outlined here. At 
the current level of funding of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, this would provide a total approaching $2. 5 billion 
annually for compensatory education purposes. 

For some years now, there has been a running debate about the 
effectiveness of added spending for programs of compensatory or 
remedial education. Some have maintained there-ia virtually no 
correlation between dollar input and learning output; others have main- 
tained there is a direct correlation; experience has been mixed. 

. > V * 

What does now seem clear is that while many Title I experiments 
have failed, many others have succeeded substantially and even \ 
dramatically; and what also is clear is that without the extra efforts 

such extra funding would make possible, there is little chance of 

breaking the cycle of deprivation. ... ( ‘ 

• . \ 

A case can be made that Title I has fallen short of expectations, 
and-that in some respects it has failed. In many cases, pupils in the 
programs funded by it have shown no improvement whatever, and funds 
have frequently been misused or squandered foolishly;; Federal audits 
of State Title I efforts have found instance* where. naivete, inexperience, 
confusion, desptlr, and even clear violations of ihe law have thwarted ^ 
the act's effectiveness 7 . 'In some instances. Titled funds have been v 
illegally spent on unauthorized materials and f acUities, or used to 
fund local services- other than those intended by the act, such as paying 
salaries not directly related to the act's purposes. 

The most prevalent failing has been the spending of Title I funds 
as general revenue. Out of 40 States audited between 1966 and 1970, * 

14 were found to have spent Title I funds as geheral revenue. 
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oeing concentrated in the 



areas of critical need, Title I moneys have been diffused throughout the system; and they 
have not reached the targeted schools — and targeted children — in sufficient amounts to 
have a real impact. , . 



One the positive side, Title I has. effected some important changes of benefit to 
disadvantaged children. \ 

\ . " . 

First, Title I has encouraged some States to expand considerably the contributions 

from State and local funds for compensatory education. Ih the 1965-66 school year, 

.the States spent only $2.7 million of their own revenues, but by the 1968-69 school 
year — largely due to majot efforts by California and New York — they were contributing 
$198 million. 

Second, Title I has better focused attention on pupils who previously were too often 

ignored;— About - 8— million children are in schools receiving some compensatory funds. 

\ 

In 46 States programs have been established to aid almost a quater of a million children 

t 

of migratory wokers. As an, added dividend, many States have begun to focus educational 

attention on the early childhood years which sire so important to the learning process. 

Finally, local schools have been encouraged by Title I to experiment and innovate. 

Given our highly decentralized national educational system and the. relatively minor role 

one Federal program usually plays, there have been encouraging examples of programs 
% 

fostered by Title I which have worked. 

> . j 

In designing compensatory programs, it is difficult to know ^exactly what will work. The 
* 

circumstances of ^ne locality may differ dramatically from those: of other localities. 

* * 

What helps one> group of children may not be of particular benefit to others. In these 
experimental years, local educational agencies and the schools have had to start from 
scratch, and to learn for themselves how to educate those who in the past had too often 
been simply left to fall further behind. 

In the process, some schools did well and others did not. Soem districts benefited by 
active leadership and community involvement, while 'others were slow to innovate and to 
break new ground. 

While there is a great deal yet to be learned about the design of successful compensatory 
programs, the experience so far does point in one crucial direction.: to the importance 
of providing sufficiently concentrated funding^ to establish the educational equivalent 
of a "critical msb- 11 ojc 1 — 
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disadvantaged children. 

First, Title I has encouraged some States to expand considerably the contributions 
from State and local funds for compensatory education. In the 1965-66 school year, 
the States spent only $2.7 million of their own revenues, but by the 1968-69 school 
year — largely due to majot efforts by California and New York — they were contributing 
$198 million. 

Second, Title. I has better focused attention on pupils who previously were too often 
ignored. About 8 million children are in schools receiving some compensatory funds. 

In 46 States programs have been established to aid almost a quater of a million children 
of migratory wokers. As an added dividend, many States have begun to focus educational 
attention on the early childhood years which are so important to the learning process. 
Finally, local schools have, been encouraged by Title I to experiment and innovate.. 

Given our highly decentralized national educational system and the relatively minor role 
one Federal program usually plays, there have been encouraging examples of programs 
fostered by Title I which have worked. 

In designing compensatory programs, it is difficult to know exactly what will work. The 
circumstances of one locality may differ dramatically from those of other localities. 

What helps one group of children may not be of particular benefit to others. In these 

1 

experimental years, local educational agencies and the schools have had to start from 
scratch, and to learn for themselves how to educate those who in the past had too often 
been simply left to fall further behind. 

In the process, some schools did well and others did not. Soem districts benefited by 

\ . . i 

active leadership and community involvement, while others were slow to innovate and to 
break new ground. 

While there . is a great deal yet to be learned about the design of successful compensatory 
programs, the experience so far does point in one crucial direction: to the importance 
of providing sufficiently concentrated funding to establishlthe educational equivalent 
of a "critical mass," or threshold level. Where funds have been spread too thinly, they 
have been wasted or dissipated with little to show for their expenditure. Where they have 
been concentrated, the results have been frequently encouraging and sometimes dramatic. 

In a sample r of some 10,000 disadvantaged pupils in California, 82^perecent of those in 
projects spending less than $150 extra per. pupil showed little or no achievement gain. Of 
those students in projects spending over $250 extra per pupil, 94- percent gained more than 
one year per year of exposure; 58 percent gained between 1.4 and 1.9 years per year of 
exposure. Throughout the country States as widely separated us Connecticut and Florida 
have recognized a correlation between a "critical mass" expenditure and marked 
effectiveness. ‘ 
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Of late, several important studies have supported the idea of 
a "critical mass" compensatory expenditure to afford disadvantaged 
pupils^ equal educational opportunity. The Nevy York State Commis- 
sion on the Quality. Cost, and Financing of Elementary and Secondary 
Education, the National Educational Finance Project, and the 
President's Commission on School Finance have all cited tha||impor- 
tanee of such a substantial additional per pupil expenditure for dis- 
advantaged pupils. 



The program which 1 propose aiihs to assure schools with sub- 
stantial concentrations of poor children of receiving an average $300 
compensatory education grant for each child. 



In order to encourage voluntary transfers, under circumstances 
where they would reduce both racial isolation and low -income con- 
centration. any school accepting such transfers would receive the 
extra $300 allotted for fh«|£ransf erring student plus a bonus payment 
depending on the proportion of poor children in that school. 



One key to the success of this new approach would be the 
"critical maas" achieved l»y both increasing and concentrating the 
funds made available; another would be vigorous administrative 
follow-through to. ensure that thd funds are used in the intended 
schools and for the intended purposes. 



THE STUDENT TRANSPORTATION MORATORIUM ACT 



In times of rapid and even headlong change, there occasionally 
is an urgent need for reflection and reassessment. This is especially 
true when powerful, historic forces are moving the Nation toward a 
conflict of fundamental principles -- a conflict that can be avoided if 
each of us .does his share, and if all branches of Government will join 
in helping' to redefine the questions before us. 



Like, any comprehensive legislative recommendation, the Equal 
Educational Opportunities Act that 1 have proposed today is offered 
as a framework for Congressional debate and action. ■ * 



The Congress has both the Constitutional authority and » special 

capability to debate anid define new methods for implementing 

— •- — — — - — - — : — — — : — • — — 1 
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advantaged pupil a. 

The program which 1 propoae aim* to a a sure schools with sub- 
stantial concentrations of poor children of receiving an average $300 
compensatory education grant for each child. 

In order to encourage voluntary transfers, under circumstances 
where they would reduce both racial isolation and low-income con- 
centration, any school accepting such transfer* would receive the 
extra $300 allotted for the transferring student plus a bonus payment 
depending on the proportion of poor children in that school. 

One key to the success of this new approach would be the 
"critical mass" achieved by both increasing and concentrating the 
funds made available; another would be vigorous administrative _ 
follow-through to ensure that the funds are used in the intended 
schools and for the intended purposes. _ 
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THE STUDENT TRANSPORTATION MORATORIUM ACT 

In times of rapid and even headlong change, there occasionally 
is an urgent need for reflection and reassessment. This is especially 
true when powerful, historic forces are moving the Nation toward a 
conflict of fundamental principles -- a conflict that can be avoided if ^ 
each of us does his share, and if all branches of Government will join 
in helping to redefine the questions before us. 

— i 

Like any comprehensive legislative recommendation, the Equal 

Educational Opportunities Act that I have proposed today is offered 
as a framework for Congressional debate andaction. 

The Congress has both the Constitutional authority and a special 
capability to debate and define new methods for implementing 
Constitutional principles. And the educational, financial and social 
complexities of this issue are not, and are not properly, susceptible 
of solution by individual courts alone or even by the Supreme Court 
alone. 

This is^ moment of 'Considerable conflict and. uncertainty; but 
it is also a moment of great opportunity. 

This i a. not a time for the courts to plunge ahead at full speed. 

. * ,* . * t 

If we are to set a course that enables*us to act together, and. not >. 
simply to do more but to do better, then we must do all in bur power 
to create an atmosphere that permits a calm and thoughtful assess- ' 
ment of the issues, choices and consequences. 

1 propose, therefore, that the Congress act to impose a temporary 
freeze on new busing orders by the Federal courts -- to establish a 
waiting period while the Congress considers alternative means of . 
enforcing 14th Amendment rights. I propose that this freeze be 
effective immediately on enactment, and that it remain in effect 
until July 1, 1973, or until passage of the appropriate legislation, 
whichever is sooner. 
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This freeze 
only fear new orde 
they ordered hew busing. 



would hot put a stop to desegregation cases; it would 
era during iVs effective period, to the extent that 



This, I recognise, is an unusual procedure. But I am persuaded, 
that die Congress has the Constitutional power to' enact such a stay, 
and I believe the unusual nature of the conflicts r and pressures, that * 
confront' both the courts and the country at this particular time requires 

it. ’ • ’ •• i; ’ - ‘ ‘ ‘ “ 
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It has become abundantly dear,, from the' debate e ixi the Congress 
and from the upwellihg of Sentiment throughout the country, that some 
setion will be taken to limit the v scope of busing orders, it is in the 
interes|^of everyone -- black and white, children and parents, school 
administrators and local officials, the courts, the Congress and the ... 
executive branch, and not least in the interest of consistency in 
Federal policy, that while this matter is being coneidered by the 
Congress we not speed further along a course that ia likely te-be 
• fhinged, '*• ' J 



i v, — ( 

j The legislation X have propoeed would provide the courts with a 
hew set of 'standards and criteria that would enable them to enforce 
^he basic Constitutional guarantees in different ways. 



! A stay would relieve the pressure on the Congress to act on the 
long-range legislation without full and adequate consideration. By 
providing- immediate relief from a course that increasing niillions 
of Americans are finding intolerable, it would allow the debate on 
, permanent soluilons-^o proceed with lees emotion and more reason. 

Fbt theseSteasons, - - and' also for the sake of the additional 
•children faced with busing now -- 1 urge that the Congress quickly 
give tys approval to the Student ^Transportation Moratorium Act. 



*io message to the Congress on school desegregation would be 
comnieU unles e it addressed' the question of e-Constitutional amend- 
ment, *' • 



There are now a number of. proposals before the Congreee, with 
•treing support, to amend the Constitution in ways designed to abolish 



busing or to bar the courts from ordering it. 



| These proposals should continue to receive the particularly 
thoughtful and careful consideration by the Congreee that any proposal 
to amend the Constitution merits. 



N 



It is important torecognise, however^ that a Constitutional 



amendment- ^ even if it couldteecure the necessary two-thirds support 
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It has become abundantly dear, from thq' debates in the Congress 
and from the upwellirig of sentiment throughout the country, that some 
action will be taken to limit the scope of busing orders. It is in the 
interest of everyone black and white, children and parents, school 
administrators and locft officials, the courts, the Congress and the . 
executive branch, and not least in the interest of consistency in 
Federal policy, that while this matter is being considered by the 
Congress we not s peed further along a course that is likely to be 
-changed. ' ~~~ T ^ ^ .... 
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j “v The legislation I have proposed would provide the courts with a 
hew Set o’f standards and criteria that would enable them to enforce 
^he basic Constitutional guarantees in different ways. 
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• A stay would relieve the pressure on the Congress to act on the 
long-range legislation without full and adequate consideration. By 
providing immediate relief from a course that increasing millions 
of Americans are finding intolerable, it would allow the debate on 
permanent solutions to proceed with less emotion and more reason. 



For these reasons — and also for the sake of the additional 
children faVed^ With busing now — I urge that the Congress quickly 
give ipB approval to the Strident Transportation Moratorium Act. 

message to the Corigress*on school desegregation would be 
complete unless it addressed the question of a Constitutional amend- 
ment. /" i / •* ’ 



There are now a number of proposals before the Congress, with 
string support, to amend the Constitution in ways designed to abolish 



busing or to bar the courts from ordering it. 



, These proposals should continue to receive the particularly 
thoughtful and careful consideration by the Congress that any proposal 
to amend the Constitution merits . * 



It is important to recognise, hoirever, that a Constitutional 
amendment -- even if it could secUre the necessary two-thirds support 
in both Houses of the. Congress - - has a serious flaw: it would have 
no impact this year; it would not come into effect until after the long 
.process of ratification by three -fourths of the State legislatures. 

What is needed is action now; a Constitutional amendment fails to 
meet thip immediate need. 



Legislation meets the problem now. ’ Therefore, I.re^&mmend 
that as its first priority the Congress go forward immediately on the 
legislative route. Legislation can. also treat the question with far 
greater precision and detail than could the necessarily generalized 
language of a Constitutional amendment, while making possible a 
balanced, comprehensive approach to equal, educational opportunity. 
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These measures I have proposed would place firm and effective 
curbs on busing -- and they would do so in a Constitutional way, aid- \ 

ing rather than challenging the courts, respecting the mandate of 
the 14th Amendment, and exercising the responsibility of the Congress 
to enforce that Amendment. 

Beyond making these proposals, I am directing the Executive 
departments to follow policies consistent with the principles on which 
they are based -- which will include intervention by the Justice 
Department in* selected cases before the courts, both to implement 
the stay and to resolve some of those questions on which the lower '• 

courts have gone beyond the Supreme Court. \ 

* *' i 

. The Equal Educational Opportunities Act I have proposed reflects j 

a serioup and wide-ranging process of consultation -- drawing upon 
the knowledge and experience of legislators. Constitutional scholars, 
educators and government administrators, and of men and women' 1 ' 
from all races and regions of the country who shared with us the 
views and feelings of their communities. 



Its design is in large measure the product of that collaboration. 
When enacted it would, for the first time, furnish a framework for 
collaborative action by the various branches of Federal and local 
government, enabling courts and communities to shape effective 
educational solutions which are responsive not only to Constitutional 
standards but also to the physical and human reality of diverse 
educational situations. 

It will create more local choice and more options a to choose 
from; and it will marshal and target Federal resources more effec- 
tively in support of, each particular community's effort. 

Most importantly, however, these proposals undertake to 
address the problem that really lies at the heart of the issue at this 
time: the inherent inability of the courts, acting alone, to deal 
effectively and acceptably with the new magnitude of educational 

and social problems generated by the desegregation process. 

’ * • f 

* * " f 

If these proposals are adopted, thqse few who want an arbitrary 
racial balance -to be imposed on the schools by Federal fiat will not 
get their way. ' ■ ■ „ 
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Those few who want a return to segregated schools will not. get 
their way. 

Those few who want a rollingback of the basic protections black 
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Beyond making these proposals, I am directing the Executive 
departments to follow policies consistent with the principles on which 
they are based -- which will include intervention by the Justice 
Department in selected cases before the Courts, both to implement 
the stay and to resolve some of those questions on which the lower 

courts have gone beyond the Supreme Court. 

. / 

. The Equal Educational Opportunities Act I have proposed reflects 
a serious and wide-ranging process of consultation -- drawing upon 
the knowledge and experience of legislators, Constitutional scholars, 
educators and government administrators, and of men and women 
from all races and regions of the country who shared with us the 
views and 'feelings of their communities. 

Its design is in large measure the product of that collaboration. 
When enacted it would, for the first time, furnish a framework for 
collaborative action by the various branches of Federal and lqcal 
government, enabling courts and communities to shape effective 
educational solutions which are responsive not only to Constitutional 
standards but also to the physical and human reality of diverse 
educational situations. 

It will create more local choice and more options to choose 
from; and it will marshal and target Federal resources more effec- 
tively in support of each particular community's effort. 

Most importantly, however, these proposals undertake to 
address the problem that really lies at the heart of the ^a^ue at this 
time: the inherent inability of the courts, acting alone, to deal 
effectively and acceptably with the new magnitude of educational 

And social problems generated by the de segregation process. 

* V 

If these proposals are adopted, those few who want an arbitrary 
racial balance to be imposed on the schools by Federal fiat will not 
get their way. . 



Those few who want a return to segregated schools will not get 
their way. 



•Those few who want a rollingback of the basic protections black 
and other minority Americans have won in recent years will not get 
their way. 



This Administration means what it says about dismantling 
racial barriers, about opening up jobs and housing and schools 
and opportunity to all Americans. • 

It is not merely rhetoric, hut our record, that demonstrates 
our determination. 

• • 0 „ 
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We have achieved more school desegregation in the last 3 year3 
than was achie^d in the previous 15. 
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We have taken the lead in opening up high-paying jobs to minority 
workers. 

We have taken unprecedented measures to spur business owner- 
ship by members of minorities. 

We have brought more members of minorities into the middle 
and upper levels of the Federal service than ever before. 



r 

We have provided more support to black colleges than ever 
before. 

We have put more money and muscle into enforcement of the 
equal opportunity laws than ever before. 

These efforts will all go forward -- with vigor and with conviction. - 
Making up for the years of past discrimination is not simply some- 
thing that white Americans owe to black Americans -- it is something 
the entire Nation owes to itself. 

1 submit these proposals to the Congress mindful of the profound 
importance and special complexity of the issues they address. It is 
in that spirit that I have undertaken to weigh and respect the con- 
flicting interests; to strike a balance which is thoughtful and just; 
and to search for answers that will best serve all of the Nation's 
children. 1 urge the Congress to consider them in the same spirit. 

The great majority of Americans, of all races,' Want their 
Government — the Congress, the Judiciary and the Executive -- to 
follow the course of deliberation, not confrontation. [To do this we 
must act calmly and creatively, and we must act 



The great majority of Americans, of all'races, want schools 
that educate and rules that are fair. That is what these proposals 
attempt to provide. 




RICHARD NIXON 



THE WHITE HOUSE," 

* -t*. w 



March 17, 1 972 
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Office of the White House Press Secretary 



THE WHITE HOUSE 



FACT SHEET 



MESSAGE ON BUSING 



.. .< 



The President has submitted two bills to the Congress, accompanied 
by an explanatory message. In brief, the bills are as follows: 



1. Student Transportation Moratorium Act of 1972 



(A) Moratorium on all new or additional busing orders (status quo): 



(1) no student may be bused who was not bused prior 
to the entry of the order; and 



(2) a student may not be bused to a school to which he 
was not already being buse^. 



(B) Any plan currently implemented pursuant to court orders 
or Title VI compliance remains in effect. 



(C) Lasts until July 1, 1973^ or. until 1 passage of substantive 
^legislation, whichever is earlier*. 



2. Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1972. 



(A) Provides a new program of special compensatory education 
which: 



(1) Will combine the resources of the Emergency School 
Assistance Act (now awaiting House-Senate Conference 
Action) with parts of Title I of the Elementary and 

ianajedacaaifl^ci. Akr>.»» tzl S billion in Federal 
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FACT SHEET 



MESSAGE ON BUSING , 



The President has submitted two bills to the Congress, accompanied 

by an explanatory message. In brief, the bills sre as follows: 

* 

1. Student Transportation Moratorium Act of 1972 ' • • 

(A) Moratorium on all new or ad ditional busing orders (status quo):' 

(1) no student may be bused who was not bused prior 
to the entry of the order; and 

I . ■* . . ■ ' 

(2) * a student may not be bused |o a school to which he 

was not already being bus e<k. 

(B) Any plan currently implemented pursu^itto court orders 
or Title VI compliance remains in effect. 

(C) Lasts until July 1, 1973, or until passage of substantive * 
legislation, whichever is earlier. 

j • . . . ; • 

2. Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 1972. 

j v '* • ‘ 

(A) Provides a new program of special compensatory education 
which: "* 



(1) Will combine the resources of the Emergency School 
Assistance Act (now awaiting House-Senate Conference 
action) with parts of Title I of the Elementary and 9 
Secondary Education Act. " About $2. S billion in Federal 
funds will be available from those two sources; approximately 
$1. 5 billion from Title I of ESEA and about $1 billion from 
ESA. 

* . * . ‘ : ■ % 

' . . 

(2) Lifts the two-year limit on the Emergency School Assistance 
Act, yrith a continuing $1 billion annual Federal commit- 

ment to fund special compensatory programs in those 

schools having the heaviest concentrations, of poor children. 

(3) Will provide assistance to those school districts which are 
undertaking voluntary or required desegregation plans, 
and to those districts with schools having the heaviest . 
concentration of poor children. While most of the funda^ 
will be devoted to compensatory services, sufficient 
resources will remain available to help school districts 
which heed programs of a non-c t ompensatory character to 
ease’their desegregation process. 
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(4) Includes as key features: 

(•) Payments will be made to schools with substantial 
enrollments of poor children (more than 30%) for 
compensatory* * education programs. More money 

willbeprovided where conc entrations of poor 
children are greater. ; • 



(b) The school services provided to children must 
be limited to basic learning (such as reading,, 
mathematics) and special services (counseling,^ 
nutrition, health)* 



(c) When children are transferred to schools serving 
predominantly non- poor children, extra Federal 
assistance will be provided a o that compensatory 
services can follow the transferring child, but 
only where the transfer does not inhibit the f 
desegregation process. 



(d) The Federal grants described above will be 
available under the Emergency School Assistance 

. Act (now pending jn Conference Committee) to 
eligible schools which agree to combine their 
Title I funds with the new money. 

• ' ' •. • \ ' : 

(e) In order to qualify for Federal grants, districts. * 

must meet the "comparability" standard for Title I 
J~oHne Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 which requires equal distribution of educational 

-.resources for general educational purposes. 

* 

(f) In making Federal grants/ priority will be given to- 
projects in districts which are implementing court- 
ordered or voluntary desegregation plans, and to 
districts which are reducing the effects of racial 

. or economic/ isolation of children; 



(5) The program will not affect the operation of Federally 
supported compensatory education programs presently 
carried on outside of the target schools of this prograi 
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(b) The school service* provided to .children must 
limited to basic learning (such a* reading* 
mathematics) and special services (counseling* 
nutrition* health). 



(c) 



When children are transferred to schools serving 
predominantly non-poor childrep* extra Federal 
ass istimce will be provided so that compensatory 
services can follow the transferring child, but 
only where the transfer does not inhibit the 
desegregation process. „ 



<d) 
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The Federal grants described above will be 
available under the Emergency School Assistance 
Act (now pending in Conference Committee) to 
eligible schools which agree to combine their 
Title I funds with the new money. 



(e) 



In order to qualify for Federal grants*, districts 
must meet the "comparability^ standard for Title I 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 which requires equal* distribution of educational 
re s ource s for general e ducational p urposes. — 
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(f) In making Federal grants, priority will be given to 
projects in districts which are implementing court- 
ordered or voluntary desegregation plans, and to 
districts which are reducing the effects of racial 
;or economic isolation of children. 



(5) 



The program will not affect the operation of Federally- 
supported compensatory education programs presently 
carried on ovitside of the target schools of this program. 



(B) Defines denials of equal educational opportunity and makes them 
applicable to all schools nationwide* without distinction between 
de jure and de facto s egregated schools. The examples of denials 
of equal education opportunity cited in the bill are: * 






(1) Deliberate segregation 

(2) Failure to eliminate vestiges of dual school system 

(3) Discrimination as to faculty and staff' 

(4) Transfers that purposefully increase segregation-/ 



(5) Failure to take action to overcome language barriers 
(Spanish- speaking Americans)* 
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(C) Establishes priorities for desegregation remedies and 
provides limitations on busing. 
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(1) Court may not order any busing until it has exhausted 
the other listed remedies and found that none of them, 
singly 'o^ in combination, would remedy the violation. 






(2) If the other remedies are not sufficient, busing may 
be ordered: 



(a) 



(b) 



In the case of elementary students, transportation, 
cannot be ordered to exceed the average daily 
distance (or average daily time) of the preceding 
year and, in any event, the average daily number, 
of students transported during the preceding year. 

In the case of junio^ high and high school, students 
the same limitation applies unless it is demonstrated 
by clear and convincing evidence that no other remedy 
is sufficient. 



"A 



(3) Termination of orders: In any case. 



(a) 



all new or existing busing orders terminate five 
years from entry or from passage of the statute, 
whichever is later, unless the education agency., 
is found to have denied equal education opportunity 
or the equal protection of the laws. ' 



(b) 



all desegregation orders terminate. ten years frorrt 
entry or from passage of Statute, whichever is 
later, unless the education agency is found to have 
denied equal education opportunity or the equal 
protection of the laws. 



I ; 



(4) Reopening proceedings - on application of a local educational 
agency, an existing desegregation order may \be reopened 



and modified to comply with provisions of the “Act. 



(5) District lines are not to be ignored or altered unless it is j 
established that the lines were drawn with a segregationist 
purpose and effect. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 



A BILL 



ERJC I 
I 



To Impose a moratorium on new and additional student trans- 
portation. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives 
of the United - States of Am erica In Congress^ assemb led . That this 
Act may be cited as tKe ''Student ""Transport at ion Moratorium Act 
of 1972." 



FINDINGS AND PURPOSE 

Section 2. (a) The Congress finds that: 

(1) For the purpose of desegregation, many 
local educational agencies have been required to 
reorganise their school systems, to reassign 
students, and to engage In the extensive trans- 
portation of students . 

(2) In mapy cases these reorganizations, 
with attendant increases in student transportation, 
have caused substantial hardship to -the children 
thereby affected, have impinged on the educational 
process in which they are involved, and have re- 
quired increases in student transportation often 
in excess of that necessary to accomplish de- 
segregation. 

* 

-• (3) There is a need to establish a clear, 
rational, and uniform standard for determining 
the extent to which a local educational agency 
is required to reassign and transport its students 
in discharging its obligation under the Fourteenth 
Amendment to the United States Constitution to 
desegregate its schools. 

(M_J^ejtongress^is- presently considering 

legislation to establish such a standard and de- 
fine that obllgatlor ■ 



